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DETAILED ACTION 

Information Disclosure Statement 

1. The information disclosure statements (IDS) submitted on November 16, 2004 was filed 
after the mailing date of the application on October 17, 2001. The submission is in compliance 
with the provisions of 37 CFR 1.97. Accordingly, the information disclosure statement is being 
considered by the examiner. 

Response to Amendment 

2. In light of AppUcant's amendment to the abstract, the objection to the abstract has been 
withdrawn. 

3. In light of AppUcant's amendment to Claim 30, the objection to the claim has been 
withdrawn. 

4. In light of Applicant's amendment to Claim 22, the rejection under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 
second paragraph, of the claim has been withdrawn. 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 18-22, 29-39 have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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6. Applicant's arguments, see pages 7-12, filed Febmary 28, 2005, with respect to the 
rejection of claims 1 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) and the rejections of claims 18, 20-22, and 
29-39 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the 
rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of Normile (US005461679A), Jordan (US006028643A), Gonsalves 
(US006847373B1), and Taylor (US0061 18461A). 

7. With regard to Claim 1, Applicant argues that memory 101 of the Grigor reference is not 
a "video output port" (page 7, lines 22-24). 

In reply, the Examiner agrees. However, new grounds of rejection are made in view of 
Normile. Normile describes a video driver system comprising a first graphics device (401, 
Figure 4, video processing module^ Col. 9, lines 11-15) having an input from host first bus 
couples the compute modules and a host processor, CoL 7, lines 48-49) and a first video 
component output (412) to provide a first video output component signal {modules 401-404 are 
coupled to a computer system bus 425 via control bus 4 12. ..coupled to system bus 425 is display 
controller 426.„information is placed onto bus 425 by modules 401-404 and read in by display 
controller 426, Col. 9, lines 15-24); a second graphics device (402, video processing module. 
Col. 9, lines 11-15) having an input from host {A\Q, first bus couples the compute modules and a 
host processor, CoL 7, lines 48-49) and a first video component output (412) to provide a first 
video output component signal; a first video output port (425) coupled to the first video 
component output of the first graphics device and the first video component output of the second 
graphics device {modules 401-404 are coupled to a computer system bus 425 via control bus 
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412. ..coupled to system bus 425 is display controller 426.,. information is placed onto bus 425 by 
modules 401-404 and read in by display controller 426, Col 9, lines 15-24); and a second video 
output port (440) coupled to the first video component output of the second graphics device (Col. 
10, lines 7-19), 

8. With regard to Claim 18, Applicant argues that this claim is allowable for the same 
reasons given with respect to Claim 1 (page 8, line 24-page 9, line 3). 

In reply, the Examiner disagrees that Claim 18 is allowable for the same reasons given 
with respect to Claim 1 . 

9. With regard to Claim 19, Applicant argues that that the Z value of Hung is not a video 
output component as known in the art (page 8, Hnes 15-21). 

In reply, the Examiner agrees. However, new grounds of rejection are made in view of 
Jordan and Gonsalves. Jordan describes a method of providing a video signal {displaying video 
information. Col. 2, lines 35-37), the method comprising generating a first signal at a first device 
(210, Figure 2), wherein the first signal is representative of a first video output component 
{resultant data from the accelerators 210, 235 is output, Col. 6, lines 45-47); providing the first 
signal to a first node; determining a value of the first signal at a first output node (247, Figure 
2A; resultant data from the accelerators 210, 235 is output to the computer monitors 130, 140 
via video monitor interface components 245, 255, Col. 6, lines 45-47, Col. 5, lines 62-64); 
generating a second signal at a second device (235, Figure 2), wherein the second signal is 
representative of a first video output component {resultant data from the accelerators 210, 235 is 
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output^ Col. 6, lines 45-47); providing the second signal of the second device to the first output 
node {resultant data from the accelerators 210, 235 is output to the computer monitors 130, 140 
via video monitor interface components 245, 255, Col. 6, lines 45-47, Col. 5, lines 62-64), as can 
be seen in Figure 2A. 

Gonsalves describes making color modifications to correct color errors due to process 
errors (Col. 1, lines 26-29). Such corrections include matching colors and tones from shot to 
shot (Col. 1, lines 34-38). Gonsalves describes adjusting the values of the selected destination 
color component for color matching (Col. 3, lines 42-50; Col. 24, lines 16-19), 

10. With regard to Claims 21 and 22, Applicant argues that these claims are allowable for the 
same reasons given with respect to Claim 19 (page 9, lines 4-10). 

In reply, the Examiner disagrees that Claims 21 and 22 are allowable for the same 
reasons given with respect to Claim 19. 

1 1 . With regard to Claim 29, Applicant argues that in Kehlet, none of the devices outputs the 
same video and none of the graphics accelerators output video to a common port as none of the 
accelerators are used to couple to the same display device (page 10, lines 1-3). In Emery, the 
CPUs output portions of the same frame to a single output port (page 10, lines 12-13). 
Therefore, the combination of Kehlet and Emery fail to disclose two different graphics devices 
that each render a different frame of video where one renders one frame and the other renders an 
adjacent frame (page 10, lines 16-18). 
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In reply, the Examiner agrees. However, new grounds of rejection are made in view of 
Normile and Taylor. Normile was discussed above with regard to Claim 1 . Taylor describes two 
display control units (103, Figure 1, Col. 4, lines 14-18), and each display control unit includes a 
display controller (104) and a frame buffer (105) (CoL 4, lines 19-21). A display controller is a 
VGA controller (Col. 4, line 49) and executes a limited number of graphics functions such as Une 
draws, polygon fills, color space conversion, display data interpolation and zooming (Col. 4, 
lines 52-57). Taylor describes that the frame from the frame buffer of display control unit 103a 
(Col 5, line 65-Col, 6, line 1) is output first to the display (1 10) (CoL 6, hnes 50-61), then the 
frame from the frame buffer of display control unit 103b (Col. 5, line 65-Col. 6, Une 1) is output 
next to the display (Col 7, lines 1 1-30), Therefore, Taylor describes that the first graphics 
device renders a frame of video and provides the rendered frame to the first video output port, 
and that the second graphics device renders an adjacent frame of video and provides the adjacent 
frame to the first video output port. 

12. With regard to Claims 30-39, Applicant argues that these claims are allowable for the 
same reasons given with respect to Claim 29 (pages 11-12). 

In reply, the Examiner disagrees that Claims 30-39 are allowable for the same reasons 
given with respect to Claim 29. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

13. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign 
country or in public use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of 
application for patent in the United States. 

14. Claims 1 and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Normile 
(US005461679A), 

15. With regard to Claim 1, Normile describes a video driver system comprising a first 
graphics device (401, Figure 4, video processing module. Col. 9, lines 11-15) having an input 
from host first bus couples the compute modules and a host processor. Col. 7, lines 48-49) 
and a first video component output (412) to provide a first video output component signal 
{modules 401-404 are coupled to a computer system bus 425 via control bus 4 12. ..coupled to 
system bus 425 is display controller 426.,. information is placed onto bus 425 by modules 401- 
404 and read in by display controller 426, Col 9, lines 15-24); a second graphics device (402, 
video processing module. Col. 9, lines 11-15) having an input fi-om host (410,^^5/ bus couples 
the compute modules and a host processor. Col. 7, lines 48-49) and a first video component 
output (412) to provide a first video output component signal; a first video output port (425) 
coupled to the first video component output of the first graphics device and the first video 
component output of the second graphics device {modules 401-404 are coupled to a computer 
system bus 425 via control bus 412. ..coupled to system bus 425 is display controller 

426... information is placed onto bus 425 by modules 401-404 and read in by display controller 
426, Col. 9, lines 15-24); and a second video output port (440) coupled to the first video 
component output of the second graphics device (Col. 10, lines 7-19). 
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16. With regard to Claim 18, Normile describes a monitor (428, Figure 4) coupled to the first 
video output port (426, read in by display controller 426 for placing into frame buffer 427 and 
display on 428, Col 9, lines 19-24). 

17. Thus, it reasonably appears that Normile describes or discloses every element of Claims 1 
and 18 and therefore anticipates the claims subject. 

18. Claims 30, 31, 38, and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Taylor (US0061 18461 A). 

19. With regard to Claim 30, Taylor describes that the frame from the frame buffer of display 
control unit 103a (Col, 5, line 65-Col. 6, line 1) is output first to the display (1 10) (Col. 6, lines 
50-61), then the frame from the fi-ame buffer of display control unit 103b (Col. 5, line 65-Col. 6, 
line 1) is output next to the display (Col. 7, lines 1 1-30). Therefore, Taylor describes an 
apparatus for providing video signals comprising a first graphics device operative to render a 
first frame of video and a second graphics device operative to render a second fi:"ame of video. 
Taylor describes a common port (109), operatively coupled to receive the first and second frames 
of rendered video from either of the first and second graphics devices {display driver 109 
receives digital data from controller 104, Col 5, Unes 1-3), as can be seen in Figure 1. 
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20. With regard to Claim 31, Taylor describes a first frame buffer operatively coupled to the 
first graphics device and a second frame buffer operatively coupled to the second graphics device 
(two display control units 103, Col. 4, lines 14-18, each display control unit 103 includes a 
frame buffer 105, Col. 4, lines 19-21). 

21. With regard to Claim 38, Taylor describes that the first graphics device and second 
graphics devices {two display control units 103, Col. 4, lines 14-18) are video graphics adapters 
{each display control unit 103 includes a display controller 104, Col 4, lines 19-20, display 
controller 104 may be VGA controller. Col. 4, line 49). 

22. With regard to Claim 39, Taylor describes that the frame from the frame buffer of display 
control unit 103a (Col. 5, line 65-Col 6, line 1) is output first to the display (110) (Col. 6, lines 
50-61), then the frame from the frame buffer of display control unit 103b (Col. 5, line 65-Col 6, 
line 1) is output next to the display (Col. 7, lines 1 1-30). Therefore, Taylor describes that the 
first and second rendered frames are adjacent frames of video. 

23. Thus, it reasonably appears that Taylor describes or discloses every element of Claims 
30, 31,38, and 39 and therefore anticipates the claims subject. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

24. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

25. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for estabUshing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3 . Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 



26. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jordan 
(US006028643A) in view of Gonsalves (US006847373B1). 

Jordan describes a method of providing a video signal {displaying video information. Col. 
2, lines 35-37), the method comprising generating a first signal at a first device (210, Figure 2), 
wherein the first signal is representative of a first video output component {resultant data from 
the accelerators 210, 235 is output, Col. 6, lines 45-47); providing the first signal to a first node; 
determining a value of the first signal at a first output node (247, Figure 2 A; resultant data from 
the accelerators 210, 235 is output to the computer monitors 130, 140 via video monitor 
interface components 245, 255, Col. 6, hnes 45-47, Col. 5, lines 62-64); generating a second 
signal at a second device (235, Figure 2), wherein the second signal is representative of a first 
video output component {resultant data from the accelerators 210, 235 is output. Col. 6, lines 
45-47); providing the second signal of the second device to the first output node {resultant data 
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from the accelerators 210, 235 is output to the computer monitors 130, 140 via video monitor 
interface components 245, 255, Col. 6, lines 45-47, Col. 5, lines 62-64), as can be seen in Figure 
2A. 

However, Jordan does not teach adjusting the second device until a value of the second 
signal at the first output node substantially matches the determined value of the first signal at the 
first output node. However, Gonsalves describes making color modifications to correct color 
errors due to process errors (Col. 1, Unes 26-29). Such corrections include matching colors and 
tones from shot to shot (Col. 1, lines 34-38). Gonsalves describes adjusting the values of the 
selected destination color component for color matching (Col. 3, lines 42-50; Col. 24, lines 16- 
19). Therefore, combining Jordan and Gonsalves, it would be obvious to adjust the second 
device until a value of the second signal at the first output node substantially matches the 
determined value of the first signal at the first output node. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the device of Jordan to include adjusting the second device until a value of 
the second signal at the first output node substantially matches the determined value of the first 
signal at the first output node as suggested by Gonsalves because Gonsalves suggests the 
advantage of correcting color errors due to process errors (Col. 1, lines 26-29). 

27. Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jordan 
(US006028643A) in view of Gonsalves (US006847373B1), further in view of Krenik 
(US005596583A). 



Application/Control Number: 09/981 ,484 Page 12 

Art Unit: 2671 

Jordan and Gonsalves are relied upon for the teachings as discussed above relative to 
Claim 19. 

However, Jordan and Gonsalves do not specifically teach that the value of the first and 
second signals is a voltage value. However, Krenik describes test circuitry for graphics 
processors that has a comparator circuit (141, Figure 6d) that makes voltage comparisons (Col. 9, 
lines 33-46). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the devices of Jordan and Gonsalves so that the value of the first and second 
signals is a voltage value as suggested by Krenik because the comparator inherently can only 
read voltage values. Using a comparator to make voltage comparisons is well-known in the art 
and can be found in many publications. 

28. Claim 22 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jordan 
(US006028643A) in view of Gonsalves (US006847373B1), further in view of Davis 
(US006009487A). 

Jordan and Gonsalves are rehed upon for the teachings as discussed above relative to 
Claim 19, 

However, Jordan and Gonsalves do not teach that the step of determining includes the 
substep of modifying and comparing the value of the first device until the value of the first signal 
substantially matches a predetermined value. However, Davis describes a video driver system 
comprising a master graphics controller (11, Figure 1) and slaves (12; Col. 4, lines 51-59). Davis 
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describes modifying and comparing the value of the first device until the value of the first signal 
substantially matches a predetermined value (Col 5, lines 31-39; Col 1, lines 26-55). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the devices of Jordan and Gonsalves to include the substep of modifying and 
comparing the value of the first device until the value of the first signal substantially matches a 
predetermined value as suggested by Davis. Davis cites Horowitz (US005254883 A) as prior art 
(Col 1, Hnes 26-29), and Horowitz describes that this method is advantageous because it makes 
sure that the current is always the same regardless of load and operating conditions (Col 1, lines 
58-60), and it minimizes current variations when there are variations in supply voltage, 
temperature, and processing (Col 2, lines 40-43). Current variations lead to voltage level 
variations, and voltage variations can in turn lead to erroneous reading, which can result in the 
loss of data and other errors (Col 2, lines 13-20), so this method is advantageous in that it avoids 
current variations. 

29. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Normile 
(US005461679A) in view of Taylor (US0061 18461A). 

Normile describes a video driver system comprising a first graphics device (401, Figure 
4, video processing module. Col. 9, lines 11-15) having an input from host {A\0, first bus couples 
the compute modules and a host processor. Col. 7, lines 48-49) and a first video component 
output (412) to provide a first video output component signal {modules 401-404 are coupled to a 
computer system bus 425 via control bus 4 12,., coupled to system bus 425 is display controller 
426.. information is placed onto bus 425 by modules 401-404 and read in by display controller 
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426^ Col. 9, lines 15-24); a second graphics device (402, video processing module^ Col 9, lines 
11-15) having an input from host {4\Q, first bus couples the compute modules and a host 
processor. Col. 7, lines 48-49) and a first video component output (412) to provide a first video 
output component signal; a first video output port (425) coupled to the first video component 
output of the first graphics device and the first video component output of the second graphics 
device {modules 401-404 are coupled to a computer system bus 425 via control bus 
4 12... coupled to system bus 425 is display controller 426... information is placed onto bus 425 by 
modules 401-404 and read in by display controller 426, Col. 9, lines 15-24); and a second video 
output port (440) coupled to the first video component output of the second graphics device (Col. 
10, lines 7-19). 

However, Normile does not teach that the first graphics device renders a frame of video 
and provides the rendered frame to the first video output port, and that the second graphics 
device renders an adjacent frame of video and provides the adjacent fi-ame to the first video 
output port. However, Taylor describes two display control units (103, Figure 1, Col, 4, lines 14- 
18), and each display control unit includes a display controller (104) and a frame buffer (105) 
(Col. 4, lines 19-21). A display controller is a VGA controller (Col. 4, line 49) and executes a 
limited number of graphics functions such as line draws, polygon fills, color space conversion, 
display data interpolation and zooming (Col. 4, lines 52-57). Taylor describes that the frame 
from the frame buffer of display control unit 103 a (Col. 5, line 65 -Col. 6, Une 1) is output first to 
the display (1 10) (Col. 6, lines 50-61), then the frame from the frame buffer of display control 
unit 103b (Col. 5, line 65-Col. 6, line 1) is output next to the display (Col. 7, lines 1 1-30). , 
Therefore, Taylor describes that the first graphics device renders a frame of video and provides 
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the rendered frame to the first video output port, and that the second graphics device renders an 
adjacent fi"ame of video and provides the adjacent frame to the first video output port. 

It v^ould have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
appHcant to modify the device of Normile so that the first graphics device renders a frame of 
video and provides the rendered frame to the first video output port, and that the second graphics 
device renders an adjacent frame of video and provides the adjacent frame to the first video 
output port as suggested by Taylor because Taylor suggests that this increases the speed of the 
display system and is advantageous in the design and implementation of high speed/high 
resolution display systems {multiple display controllers and/or frame buffers are used to 
independently drive corresponding regions on a display screen. Such application may be 
particularly advantageous in the design and implementation of high speed/high resolution 
display systems, Col. 3, lines 34-39). 

30. Claim 32 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US006118461 A) in view of Wunner (US005095280A). 

Taylor describes at least one digital to analog converter (109, Figure 1) operatively 
coupled to output video {digital to analog converter 109 outputs the analog data to drive 
display 110, Col. 5, lines 1-3). 

However, Taylor does not teach having voltage adjusted in order to correlate video out 
voltages being provided by at least one of the graphics devices. However, Wunner describes a 
first graphics device (100, Figure 1), a second graphics device (102), and a common port (110), 
operatively coupled to receive the video fi"om either of the first and second graphics devices. 



Application/Control Number: 09/981,484 Page 16 

Art Unit: 2671 

Wunner describes having voltage adjusted in order to correlate video out voltages being provided 
by at least one of the graphics devices {the VCO to adjust up or down to the new selected 
frequency^ Col. 8, lines 1-14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the device of Taylor so that the voltage is adjusted in order to correlate video 
out voltages being provided by at least one of the graphics devices as suggested by Wunner. 
This is well-known in the art and can be found in many applications, such as Deering, which will 
be described in the rejection for Claim 33. Deering suggests that a system utiUzing two or more 
video monitors displaying related or contiguous images generated by two or more computers 
may exhibit aberrations in the viewed images because the computers do not operate from a single 
timing reference (Col. 3, lines 12-18). Wunner describes that adjusting the frequency means 
adjusting the voltage {the VCO to adjust up or down to the new selected frequency^ Col. 8, lines 
1-14). Therefore, it would be advantageous for the voltage to be adjusted in order to correlate 
video out voltages being provided by at least one of the graphics devices to avoid exhibiting 
aberrations in the viewed images. 

31. Claims 33, 34, 36, and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Taylor (US0061 18461 A) in view of Deering (US005963200A). 

32. With regard to Claim 33, Taylor is relied upon for the teachings as discussed above 
relative to Claim 30. 
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However, Taylor does not teach a circuitry operative to provide digital to analog 
conversion voltage equalization associated with the first and second graphics devices. However, 
Deering describes an apparatus for providing video signals comprising a first graphics device 
(14, Figure 2) operative to render a first fi*ame of video and a second graphics device (14) 
operative to render a second frame of video. Deering describes a circuitry operative to provide 
digital to analog conversion frequency equalization {synchronizes events produced in the video 
timing generator circuits of the three RAMDACs, Col. 5, lines 12-16). The frequencies produced 
by the RAMDACs will vary within a range of values which depends on voltage (Col. 4, lines 57- 
63). Wunner describes that adjusting the frequency means adjusting the voltage (the VCO to 
adjust up or down to the new selected frequency, CoL 8, lines 1-14). Therefore, Deering 
describes a circuitry operative to provide digital to analog conversion voltage equaUzation. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the device of Taylor to include a circuitry operative to provide digital to 
analog conversion voltage equalization associated with the first and second graphics devices as 
suggested by Deering because Deering suggests that a system utilizing two or more video 
monitors displaying related or contiguous images generated by two or more computers may 
exhibit aberrations in the viewed images because the computers do not operate from a single 
timing reference (Col. 3, lines 12-18). Therefore, it is advantageous to include a circuitry 
operative to provide digital to analog conversion frequency or voltage equalization because it 
avoids exhibiting aberrations in the viewed images. 
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33. With regard to Claim 34, Taylor describes selecting video from the second graphics 
device (103 b, Figure 1) to be output to the common port {display driver 109 receives digital data 
from controller 104, Col 5, lines 1-3, MAP OUT port of display unit 103b is then set active, Col. 
7, lines 25-30). 

However, Taylor does not teach that the first graphics device includes a controller 
operative to select video from the second graphics device to be output. However, Deering 
describes a master graphics device and a slave graphics device (Col. 5, lines 22-25), The master 
graphics device emits the FIELD signal and the slave graphics device receives it (Col. 5, Unes 
25-27). The slave graphics device responds to the received FIELD signal by resetting the 
counters which produce the video timing signals (Col. 5, lines 30-33). Therefore, Deering 
describes that the first graphics device includes a controller operative to select video from the 
second graphics device to be output. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention by 
appUcant to modify the device of Taylor so that as suggested by Deering because Deermg 
suggests that this is how a master-slave system works (Col. 5, lines 22-33). Deering suggests 
that a master-slave system is advantageous because the master provides a single timing reference 
(Col. 5, lines 22-45). A system utilizing two or more video monitors displaying related or 
contiguous images generated by two or more computers may exhibit aberrations in the viewed 
images because the computers do not operate from a single timing reference (Col. 3, lines 12- 
18). Therefore, because the master provides a single timing reference, this method avoids 
exhibiting aberrations in the viewed images. 
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34. With regard to Claim 36, Taylor does not teach that the first graphics devices acts as a 
master to the second graphics device and provides synchronization control for the second 
graphics device. However, Deering describes that the first graphics device (14, Figure 2) acts as 
a master to the second graphics device (14) and provides synchronization control for the second 
graphics device (Col. 5, lines 22-45). 

It v^ould have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
applicant to modify the device of Taylor so that the first graphics devices acts as a master to the 
second graphics device and provides synchronization control for the second graphics device as 
suggested by Deering because Deering suggests the advantage that the master provides a single 
timing reference (Col. 5, lines 22-45). A system utilizing two or more video monitors displaying 
related or contiguous images generated by two or more computers may exhibit aberrations in the 
viewed images because the computers do not operate from a single timing reference (Col. 3, 
lines 12-18). Therefore, because the master provides a single timing reference, this method 
avoids exhibiting aberrations in the viewed images. 

35. With regard to Claim 37, Taylor does not teach that the first graphics device includes a 
reference signal generator for the second graphics controller. However, Deering describes that 
the first graphics devices includes a reference signal generator for the second graphics controller 
(system I becomes the source of the vertical interval timing reference, Col 5, lines 22-45), as 
discussed in the rejection for Claim 36, 
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36. Claim 35 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Taylor 
(US0061 18461 A) in view of Eichenberger (see Prior Art of Record below). 

Taylor is relied upon for the teachings as discussed above relative to Claim 30. 

However, Taylor does not teach a load operatively couplable to either one of first and 
second graphics devices when at least one of the first and second graphics devices is not driving 
the common port. However, Eichenberger describes the use of a dummy switch with a load 
coupled to it for charge cancellation of the active switch (pp. 257, 260). In other words, the 
switch that is not active or is not driving the common port acts as the dummy switch and has a 
load coupled to it. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in this art at the time of invention by 
appHcant to modify the device of Taylor to include a load operatively couplable to either one of 
first and second graphics devices when at least one of the first and second graphics devices is not 
driving the common port as suggested by Eichenberger because Eichenberger suggests the 
advantage of reducing charge injection by charge cancellation (page 257). The advantages of 
using dummy switches is well-known in the art and can be found in many publications. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

37. Claim 20 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 



38. 



The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 
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The prior art taken singly or in combination do not teach or suggest a method comprising 
the step of removing the first signal from the first node prior to the step or providing the second 
signal as recited in Claim 20. This claim is similar to Claim 19 of U.S. patent 6,424,320, to 
which this appUcation is a continuation of 

Prior Art of Record 

C. Eichenberger, W. Guggenbuhl, "On Charge Injection in Analog MOS Switches and Dummy 
Switch Compensation Techniques," IEEE Transactions on Circuits and Systems^ vol. 37, pp, 
256-264, 1990. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to appUcanf s 
disclosure. 

Kehlet (US005956046A) describes a video system comprising a first frame buffer (202A, 
Figure 3) having an input (CoL 5, lines 49-5 1) and a first video component output (222 A) to 
provide a first video output component signal (Col. 5, lines 51-53); a second frame buffer (202B) 
having an input (Col. 5, lines 49-5 1) and a first video component output (222B) to provide a first 
video output component signal (Col. 5, lines 51-53); a first video output port (220) coupled to the 
first video component output of the first frame buffer and to the first video component output of 
the second frame buffer (Col. 5, lines 51-53); wherein the first frame buffer has a rendered frame 
of video and provides the rendered frame to the first video output port, and wherein the second 
frame buffer has a rendered adjacent frame of video and provides the adjacent fi*ame to the first 
video output port (Col. 6, lines 13-22). 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joni Hsu whose telephone number is 571-272-7785. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ulka Chauhan can be reached on 571-272-7782, The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for pubhshed applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




